Ist Session 


86TH CONGRESS f HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES | REpPorT 
No. 697 





CONVEYANCE OF MINERAL RIGHTS TO CLEMSON 
AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE 


JuLy 22, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Coorzy, from the Committee on Agriculture, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 4697] 


The Committee on Agriculture, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 4697) to amend the act of August 4, 1955 (Public Law 237, 
84th Cong.) to provide for conveyance of certain interests in the lands 
covered by such act, having considered the same, report favorably 
thereon with amendments and recommend that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 

Page 1, line 9, change ‘‘60”’ to ‘‘69’’. 

Page 2, line 3, strike out all after ‘“‘Smc. 3” in line 3 and strike out 
lines 4 through 12. 

Page 2, line 13, change ‘“‘(b)”’ to “‘(a)”’. 

Page 2, lines 13 and 14, strike the words “made within the ten- 
year period which begins on the date of enactment of this Act,” and 
strike the comma following the word “and”’. 

Page 2, line 15, change ‘‘(c)”’ to “‘(b)”’. 

Page 2, lines 17 and 18, strike the words “among the lands con- 
veyed by the two deeds described in the first section of’’ and insert 
the words “released pursuant to’’. 

Page 2, line 18, after the word “Act’’ insert the words “from the 
said conditions as to such lands’’. 

Page 2, lines 21 and 22, strike out the words “appraisal or other- 
wise” and insert the words “‘the Secretary.’’. 

Page 2, line 23, change ‘“‘(c)”’ to ‘‘(b)”’. 


STATEMENT 


The purpose of this bill is to direct the Secretary of the Interior to 
convey the undivided mineral rights of the United States in certain 
submarginal lands previously conveyed to Clemson Agricultural Col- 
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lege to that college upon payment of the fair market value of such 
mineral rights. 

The land affected by this bill consists of some 20,000 acres in An- 
derson, Oconee, and Pickens Counties, S. C. This land is part of an 
original 819,000-acre tract acquired by the Federal Government in 
the 1930’s pursuant to title II] of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act. Title to some 27,000 acres was conveyed by the United States 
to Clemson College in 1954, subject to a public use requirement and a 
reservation of certain mineral rights. Although the 1954 conveyance 
consisted of some 27,000 acres, the Federal Government later reac- 
quired some 7,000 acres for a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers project 
at the Hartwell Dam and Reservoir. This 7,000-acre tract is specifi- 
cally exempted by the bill. 

In 1955 Congress passed Public Law 84-237 which directed the 
Secretary of Agriculture under certain conditions to release the public- 
use requirements and permit the college to sell and exchange portions 
of the lands covered by agreements between the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and Clemson College. Public Law 84-237 provided that the 
college must agree to the following conditions before the public-use 
requirement could be released: 

1. Use all proceeds from the sale or exchange of such lands for the 
acquisition of other lands within the project or the development or 
improvement of the project; 

2. Make any lands acquired pursuant to such sale or exchange a 
part of the project and subject to the conditions with respect to public 
use contained in the deeds conveying the land to the college; and 

3. Maintain the proceeds from any disposition of lands covered by 
the agreements in a separate fund, the records of which shall be open 
to inspection by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Upon application by Clemson College, the Secretary of Agriculture 
released from the public-use requirement 36.62 acres of land on 
December 31, 1958. The college, however, was unable to sell this 
land because the potential purchaser objected to the reservation by 
the United States of the mineral rights. The college, in other words, 
was unable to convey a clear fee simple absolute title. In order to 
remedy this and similar situations in the future, a number of bills 
were introduced by the South Carolina delegation to direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to release all the reserved mineral rights to 
the college. In addition to this bill the committee considered identical 
bills, H.R. 4681, by Mr. Ashmore; H.R. 4709, by Mr. Hemphill; H.R. 
4723, by Mr. McMillan; H.R. 4738, by Mr. Riley; and H.R. 4739, by 
Mr. Rivers. 


COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 


As introduced, H.R. 4697 would have provided that anytime 
within 10 years after enactment of Public Law 84-237, the Secretary 
of the Interior on payment of the fair market value, as determined by 
appraisal or otherwise, would convey to the college the mineral rights 
in all 20,000 acres covered by the bill. In addition, the bill, as intro- 
duced, would have required the Secretary of the Interior to convey the 
mineral rights in any parcel or tract of land among the lands pre- 
viously conveyed the college. 

The Department of Agriculture recommended a number of amend- 
ments which the committee has adopted. The net effect of these 
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amendments is to limit the authority of the Secretary of the Interior 
to convey the mineral rights only on those tracts covered by agree- 
ment and actually released from public-use requirements by the 
Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to Public Law 84-237. The com- 
mittee has also adopted the technical and clerical amendments recom- 
mended by the two Departments. 

In addition, the committee adopted an amendment to clarify any 
possible ambiguity involved in the phrase “appraisal or otherwise’ 
on page 2, lines 21 and 22. The committee feels that the Secretary of 
the Interior has sufficient facilities and personnel to make a proper 
appraisal of the market value of the affected mineral rights. 


DEPARTMENTAL POSITION 


Both the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the 
Interior do not object to the enactment of H.R. 4697 with recom- 
mended amendments. The committee has adopted the recommended 
amendments. 

The Departments’ reports are as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., May 7, 1959. 
Hon. Haroitp D. Coorery, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear ConGressMAN Cootery: This is in reply to your request of 
February 19, 1959, for a report on H.R. 4723, a bill to amend the act 
of August 4, 1955 (Public Law 237, 84th Cong.), to provide for con- 
veyance of certain interests in the lands covered by such act. 

Ve have no objection to enactment of H.R. 4723 if amended as 
recommended herein. 

This bill would amend the act of August 4, 1955 (69 Stat. 496), 
which directs the Secretary of Agriculture to release on behalf of the 
United States conditions in two deeds conveying certain submarginal 
lands to Clemson Agricultural College so as to permit the college, 
subject to certain conditions, to sell or exchange such lands. H.R. 
4723 would provide upon application within a 10-year period that all 
the undivided mineral interests of the United States in the lands 
conveyed to Clemson Agricultural College shall be conveyed to the 
college by the Secretary of the Interior upon payment of an amount 
cnt to the fair market value of such interests as determined by 
appraisal or otherwise. In addition, the bill would provide that the 
Secretary of the Interior may similarly convey the mineral interests 
of the United States in any parcel or tract of land among the lands 
conveyed to Clemson Agricultural College. 

The lands which would be affected by the bill consist of about 
20,000 acres in the Clemson College land utilization project (SC-—LU-3) 
in Anderson, Oconee, and Pickens Counties, S.C., acquired by the 
Federal Government in the 1930’s and administered pursuant to pro- 
visions of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act. Title to 
this project was granted to the college on December 22, 1954. As 
required by the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, the conveyance 
was made subject to a public-use requirement and the reservation to 
the United States of certain mineral interests. The grant consisted 
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of about 27,470 acres but, subsequently, the Federal Government re- 
acquired by eminent domain action 7,380.5 acres for the Hartwell 
Dam and Reservoir, a Corps of Engineers project. These federally 
reacquired lands would not be subject to H.R. 4723. 

The act of August 4, 1955 (69 Stat. 496), directs the Secretary of 
Agriculture to release the public-use requirements and permit the 
college to sell or exchange portions of the lands covered by agree- 
ments entered into by the Secretary and the college. 

Upon application of the college, a tract of 36.62 acres was released 
from the public-purpose requirement on December 31, 1958. The 
college advised in its application that it desired to sell the tract to the 
Surety Insurance Co. so that the company might erect thereon and 
lease to Saco-Lowell Shops a building to be used for research in the 
development of improved textile manufacturing machinery. Objec- 
tions by the prospective purchaser to the outstanding mineral rights 
make it necessary for the college to obtain the reserved mineral in- 
terests so they may be conveyed with the land. In connection with 
other planned developments, the college may desire to make other 
dispositions of the lands through sales or land exchanges 

n order to meet the situation faced by the college, we believe that 
it is necessary to convey only the reserved mineral interests on those 
tracts covered by agreement and released from the public-use require- 
ment under the 1955 act. To accomplish this, page 2 of the bill should 
be amended as follows: 

1. Strike all after “Src. 3.” in line 3 through line 12. 

2. Line 13, change ‘‘(b)” to “‘(a)”. 

3. Lines 13 and 14, strike the words “made within the ten-year 
period which begins on the date of enactment of this Act.” and strike 
the comma following the word “and”. 

4. Line 15, change ‘‘(c)” to “(b)”. 

5. Lines 17 and 18, strike the words “among the lands conveyed by 
the two deeds described in the first section of” and insert the words 
“released pursuant to”’. 

6. Line 18, between the words “Act” and “may” insert the words 
“from the said conditions as to such lands’’. 

7. Line 23, change “‘(c)”’ to “(b)”. 

As a correcting amendment, we suggest that in line 9, page 1 of the 
bill 60” be changed to “69”’. 

It is our understanding that in any conveyance of mineral interests 
of the United States the Secretary of the Interior would establish the 
fair market value of such mineral interests by appraisal or otherwise. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morss, Acting Secretary. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Orrice oF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1959. 
Hon. Harotp D. Cootey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Cooter: There are now pending before your com- 
mittee H.R. 4681, H.R. 4697, H.R. 4709, H.R. 4723, H.R. 4738, and 
H.R. 4739, all of which are bills to amend the act of August 4, 1955 
(Public Law 237, 84th Cong.), to provide for conveyance of certain 
interests in the lands covered by such act. 

We would not object to the enactment of one of these bills. 

On December 22, 1954, the Secretary of Agriculture on behalf of 
the United States executed two deeds conveying certain submarginal 
lands in Anderson, Oconee, and Pickens Counties, S.C., to Clemson 
Agricultural College of South Carolina. The deeds covered 17,983.59 
acres in Anderson and Oconee Counties and 9,485.46 acres in Pickens 
County. The United States reserved an undivided three-fourths 
interest in the minerals, and conveyed the land subject to the condi- 
tion that the land be used for public purposes, with reversion of 
title to the United States in case of failure to use it for such purposes. 
The act of August 4, 1955 (69 Stat. 496), directed the Secretary of 
Agriculture under certain circumstances to release the conditions im- 
posed as to use for public purposes. 

The six bills under consideration, which are all identical with one 
another, would amend the act of August 4, 1955, by the addition of a 
new section 3. Subsection (a) of the new section would direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to convey all the undivided mineral interests 
of the United States in the lands covered by the 1955 act to Clemson 
College upon application filed within 10 years of the date of approval 
of that act. The college would be required to pay an amount equal 
to the fair market value of the minerals conveyed, as determined by 
appraisal or otherwise. Subsection (b) would provide for conveyance 
in similar fashion of all the undivided mineral interests of the United 
States in “any parcel or tract of land among the lands conveyed by 
the two deeds * * *.” Subsection (c) would exclude from the scope 
of section 3 the 7,380.5 acres of land taken by eminent domain in 
civil action 2446 in the U.S. District Court for the Western Division 
of South Carolina. 

Our only interest in this matter lies in the fact that this Department 
has authority to lease the minerals in these lands under the Mineral 
Leasing Act for Acquired Lands (30 U.S.C., sees. 351-359). Our 
records indicate that there are no outstanding permits or leases, or 
applications therefor, covering these lands. When we were informed 
that legislation of this type would be introduced, the Eastern States 
office of the Bureau of Land Management was instructed to suspend 
all action for the disposition of the mineral interests in these lands. 
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There is one amendment of a technical nature which should be 
made. The correct citation for the act of August 4, 1955, is “69 Stat. 
496,” not “60 Stat. 496” as it appears in each of the six bills. We also 
direct your attention to the fact that the period for submitting appli- 
cations which would be established by both subsection (a) and sub- 
section (b) would run from the date of the approval of the original 
statute, i.e., August 4, 1955, not from the date of approval of the 
legislation under consideration in this Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roger Ernst, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill are shown 
as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black 
brackets, new matter is printed in italic, and existing law in which no 
change is proposed is shown in roman): 


Pusuic Law 84-237 


AN ACT To direct the Secretary of Agriculture to release on behalf of the United 
States conditions in two deeds conveying certain submarginal lands to Clemson 
Agricultural College of South Carolina so as to permit such college, subject to 
certain conditions, to sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of such lands. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of subsection (c) of section 32 of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1011(c)), the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to release on behalf of 
the United States with respect to lands designated pursuant to section 
2 hereof, the conditions, contained in two deeds, both dated December 
22, 1954, conveying certain submarginal lands in Anderson, Oconee, 
and Pickens Counties, South Carolina, to Clemson Agricultural Col- 
lege of South Carolina, which require that the land conveyed be 
used for public purposes and provide for a reversion of such lands to 
the United States if at any time they cease to be so used. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary shall release the conditions referred to in sec- 
tion 1 only with respect to lands covered by and described in an agree- 
ment or agreements entered into between the Secretary and the c aien, 
in which the college, in consideration of the release of said conditions 
as to such lands, agrees— 

(1) that all proceeds from the sale or exchange of such lands 
shall be used by the college for the acquisition of leads within the 
exterior boundaries of the project or for the development or 
improvement of lands within the project; 

(2) that any lands acquired by the sale or exchange of the 
lands covered by such agreement shall become a part of the project 
established on the lands conveyed by the two deeds referred to in 
section 1 and shall be subject to the conditions with respect to the 
use of such lands for public purposes contained in such deeds; and 
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(3) that all proceeds from the sale, lease, or other disposition 
of the lands covered by such agreement shall be maintained by the 
college in a separate fund and that the record of all transactions 
involving such fund shall be open to inspection by the Secretary. 

Sec. 3. (a) Upon application made within the ten-year period which 
begins on the date of enactment of this Act and, subject to subsection (c) of 
this section, all the undivided mineral interests of the United States in the 
lands which were conveyed by the two deeds described in the first section of 
this Act shall be conveyed to the Clemson Agricultural College of South 
Carolina by the Secretary of the Interior upon the payment of an amount 
equal to the fair market value of such interests, as determined by appraisal 
or otherwise. 

(b) Upon application made within the ten-year period which begins on 
the _ enactment of this Act, and, subject to subsection (c) of this 
section, all the undivided mineral interests of the United States in any 
parcel or tract of land among the lands conveyed by the two deeds described 
an the first section of this Act may be conveyed to the Clemson Agricultural 
College of South Carolina by the Secretary of the Interior upon the pay- 
ment of an amount equal to the fair market value of such interests, as de- 
termined by appraisal or otherwise. 

(c) This section shall not apply to the mineral interests of the United 
States in the seven thousand three hundred eighty and five-tenths acres of 
land taken by eminent domain in civil action 2446 in the United States 
District Court for the Western District of South Carolina. 


O 
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86TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ReEPortT 
Ist Session No. 698 


SETTING ASIDE CERTAIN LANDS IN WASHINGTON FOR 
INDIANS OF THE QUINAULT TRIBE 


Juty 22, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Hatey, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 2188] 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was 
referred the bill (H.R. 2188) to set aside certain lands in Washington 
for Indians of the Quinault Tribe, having considered the same, report 
favorably thereon with an amendment and recommend that the bill 
as amended do pass. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Page 1, line 3, strike out the word “reserved” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word ‘‘purchased’’. 

Page 1, line 8, strike out the word “partially”. 

Page 1, lines 9 and 10, strike out the words 


and all of which is surplus to present Government needs, shall 
be disposed of as follows: 


and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


and all of which are surplus to the needs of the Department of 
the Interior, shall, with the improvements thereon, be dis- 
posed of by the Secretary of the Interior as follows: 


Page 1, line 11, through page 2, line 3, strike out all of subsection 
(a) and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


(a) Lots actually occupied and improved by individual 
Indians on February 1, 1958, shall be patented in trust to 
their occupants, as under sections 5 and 6 of the Act of 
February 8, 1887 (24 Stat. 389), as amended (25 U.S.C. 
348, 349), but such lots may nevertheless be alienated to 
any member of the Quinault Tribe or, with the approval 
of the Secretary of the Interior, to another in which latter 
event they shall cease to be trust lands. 
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Page 2, after line 6, add a new section reading as follows: 


Sec. 2. Prior to disposition of the lands, as provided in 
section 1 of this Act, the Quinault Tribe of Indians shall 
have agreed to eliminate from their suit now pending before 
the Indian Claims Commission under the Act of August 13, 
1946 (60 Stat. 1049, any claim based on alleged inadequate 
compensation for said lands and to renounce any other claim 
they may have with respect thereto. Neither the lands 
herein authorized to be disposed of, nor the cost or value of 
said lands, shall be considered by way of offset under sec- 
tion 2 of said Act. Nothing contained in this Act shall be 
construed as an admission of liability on the part of the 
United States with respect to these or any other lands. 


PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 


The purpose of H.R. 2188, introduced by Representative Mack of 
Washington at the request of members of the Quinault Tribal Coun- 
cil, is to donate 15.3 acres of land and the improvements thereon lo- 
cated on the Quinault Indian Reservation in the State of Washington 
to the tribe and certain of its members, 


NEED 


The acreage involved in H.R. 2188 was purchased by the United 
States in 1915 for $459 from the original allottee for an Indian day 
school and for home sites in the vicinity of the school. The school was 
closed in 1920 and the land and its improvements have been declared 
excess to the needs of the Department of the Interior. The improve- 
ments are valued at less than $3,000. The portion of the 15.3 acres 
not used as the school site has been platted into village lots upon 
which individual homes have been constructed by a number of 
Indians. Unless H.R. 2188 is enacted, the land is subject to disposi- 
tion under the surplus property laws and its use will be lost to the 
Quinault Tribe and its members. 


COST 


Enactment of H.R. 2188 will entail no expenditure of Government 
funds. 
AMENDMENTS 


H.R. 2188 was amended in committee to provide that trust patents 
be issued to the present occupants of lots actually occupied and im- 
proved but with the proviso that said lots may be alienated to any 
member of the Quinault Tribe or, subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of the Interior, to other than a Quinault Indian. In event 
of such alienation to other than a Quinault Indian, the lots will cease 
to be trust land. 

The bill was also amended in committee to require the Quinault 
Tribe to eliminate from their suit against the United States pending 
before the Indian Claims Commission any claim for the lands to 
which H.R. 2188 pertains. 
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TRIBAL RECOMMENDATION 


By resolutions dated February 1, 1958, and July 2, 1959, the 
Quinault Tribal Council requested enactment of legislation transferring 
ownership of the lots to the tribe or the individual Indians concerned, 


DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS 


The report from the Secretary of the Interior dated May 18, 1959, 
is as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1959. 
Hon. Wayne N. AsprINnatt, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. AspINALL: Your committee has requested a report on 
H.R. 2188, a bill to set aside certain lands in Washington for Indians 
of the Quinault Tribe. 

We have no objection to the enactment of the bill if it is amended 
as suggested below. 

The bill provides for the donation of 15.3 acres of federally owned 
land to the Indians of the Quinault Tribe. The part of the land 
that has been divided into lots and occupied by individual Indians 
would be conveyed to them by restricted deeds, and the remainder 
would be held in trust for the tribe. 

The land was originally allotted to Pansy Yakima. It was pur- 
chased by the United States in 1915 as a site for the Queets River 
day school and for administrative purposes. The school was closed 
in 1920, and the part of the land that was not occupied by the school 
was platted into village lots. These lots are partially occupied by 
individual Quinault Indians for residential purposes. The Indians 
are also using the water system. 

The improvements that are carried on the records of the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs are old and dilapidated. They consist of a cement 
jail structure that has no commercial value, and a water utility 
system (tank and distribution lines) that originally cost $3,300 but has 
a current value much less than that. 

The property is excess to the needs of this Department and it could 
be used advantageously by the Indians. 

By a resolution dated hinens 1, 1958, the tribal council asked 
that all of the 15.3 acres be conveyed to the tribe by quitclaim deed, 
with no restriction on the use or disposition of the property. ‘The 
tribe could then convey the occupied lots to individual Indians. The 
bill, however, provides for the issuance of restricted deeds to the 
individual Indians who are actually occupying the lots on February 1, 
1958 (which is the date of the tribal council resolution), and for the 
grant of a trust title to the tribe for the remainder. 

If the bill is to be reported favorably, we believe that the title 
should be handled as requested by the tribe in its February 1, 1958, 
resolution. This could be done by the following amendment: 

1. On page 1, line 10, delete everything in the bill after the words 
“shall be” and insert in lieu thereof ‘conveyed by quitclaim deed to 
the Quinault Indian Tribe, Quinault Reservation. Such lands and 
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improvements thereon shall not, because of Indian ownership, be 
subject to any exemption from taxation, or to any restriction on use, 
management, or disposition.” 

The following additional technical amendments are suggested: 

2. On page 1, line 3, change “‘reserved”’ to “‘purchased.” The lands 
were in fact purchased and not reserved from other tribal lands. 

3. On page 1, lines 9 and 10, change “surplus to present Govern- 
ment needs” to “excess to the needs of the Department of the Interior’. 
Whether the property is surplus to all Government needs has not been 
determined. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roger Ernst, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


The Department’s principal proposed amendment, having to do 
with transfer of the entire 15.3 acres to the tribe rather than, in part, 
to individual occupants of lots, appears to have been based upon the 
earlier of the two tribal resolutions referred to above. ‘This resolution 
was superseded by the later one and it is this upon which the bill is 
based. A representative of the Interior Department advised the 
committee at its hearings that it would not object to conveyance of 
the occupied lots to their occupants. The other amendments recom- 
mended by the Department have been adopted. 


COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs recommends enact- 
ment of H.R. 2188, as amended. 


oO 
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AMENDING THE MINERAL LEASING ACT OF 1920 IN 
ORDER TO INCREASE CERTAIN ACREAGE LIMITA- 
TIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE STATE OF ALASKA 


JuLy 22, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Rocers of Texas, from the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R, 6940) 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was 
referred the bill (H.R. 6940) to amend the Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920 in order to increase certain acreage limitations with respect to 
the State of Alaska, having considered the same, report favorably 
iheeeee with an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended 

O pass. 
he amendment is as follows: 

Page 1, line 7, strike out the word “second” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ninth”. 

Page 2, line 2, strike out the words “one million” and insert in 
lieu thereof the words “six hundred thousand”’. 

Page 2, line 3, strike out the word “sixth” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “thirteenth”. 

PURPOSE 


The purpose of H.R. 6940, as amended, is to increase to 600,000 the 
number of acres in Alaska that may be held by any one individual or 
firm under oil and gas leases or options pursuant to the Mineral Leasing 
Act. At present the limitation is 300,000 acres—100,000 under lease 
and 200,000 acres under options to acquire another lessee’s interests 
or any part of them—with an exception, which will continue in effect, 
in the case of leases which are subject to approved cooperative or unit 
plans or to approved development contracts. 


NEED 


Climate, terrain, and paucity of surface transportation routes make 
oil and gas exploration and development much more difficult in Alaska 
than in the other States. The higher general price level prevailing 
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there, moreover, very greatly increases the cost of such exploration 
and development over what it would be elsewhere and most of the oil 
and gas exploration is of a wildcatting nature. 

The result of these factors is that the risk of failure to recover 
exploration investment is substantially greater in Alaska than in other 
parts of the United States. On the other hand, the greater the per- 
missible acreage which an individual or firm can hold under lease or 
option, the greater is the likelihood that his investment will prove out 
and, therefore, the greater the encouragement to exploration and 
development work. 

These considerations alone, in the committee’s judgment, would 
indicate the desirability of enacting such legislation as H.R. 6940. 
In addition, the committee heard testimony to the effect that more 
than a hundred of the firms and individuals now holding oil and gas 
leases in Alaska have already reached the limit that they may hold 
under existing law. Unless the limit is raised, these lessees—which 
include virtually all of the American organizations which are best 
equipped financially and technically to carry on the work at hand— 
will either have to give up present holdings or refrain from exploration 
work on two-thirds of the area which is regarded as being potentially 
productive of oil and gas. 

The area now under lease or for which lease applications have been 
made amounts to about 46,500,000 acres. This compares with a 
total land area within the State of about 365 million acres, nearly all 
of which is in public ownership, and with a total area of about 120 
million acres regarded as being prospectively productive of oil and 
gas. There is little danger, therefore, that the proposed increase to 
600,000 acres for any one individual or firm will open the door to 
anything approaching monopolization. 


While an increase in the acreage under lease will make little differ- 
ence to the U.S. Treasury in terms of rents and royalties, it will 
make a very considerable difference to the State in this respect 
since existing law provides that 90 Sgn of the rents and royalties 


received by the United States shall be paid over to the State—37% 
percent for the support of schools and roads, as is the case with all 
of the public land States, and 52% percent for such use as the legisla- 
ture may direct, allowed to Alaska in lieu of participation in the 
reclamation fund. It can also make a very considerable difference 
to the Federal Treasury in terms of income taxes upon discovery 
and production of oilor gas. The importance to the national economy 
of exploring the areas where deposits may occur and of making them 
available for production is obvious. A collateral benefit to the 
State was explained to the committee by the State’s commissioner of 
natural resources, Mr. Phil R. Holdsworth, who pointed out that 
experience indicated that oil and gas exploration and development 
often involves the building of roads and that settlement follows 
close behind. 

At present, as pointed out above, the total area that may be held 
under lease and option in Alaska is 300,000 acres. This compares 
with 246,080 acres in the other States. While the committee does 
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not regard a mere comparison of the size of Alaska with that of other 
Western States as of determinative importance in connection with the 
proposed increase in the acreage limitation, it does regard it as indic- 
ative that the proposed 600,000-acre limitation is not out of line, on 
the high side, with the 246,080-acre limitation that prevails elsewhere. 
It also points out that, although selections by the State of Alaska of 
public lands under the terms of the Statehood Act will increase sub- 
stantially the acreage of State-owned lands within a few years, the 
leasing of public lands remains, in the meantime, virtually the only 
— by which rights to develop oil and gas can be obtained in 
a. 

The committee recognizes that leaseholders in Alaska may propose 
cooperative or unit plans of development or operating, drilling, and 
development contracts under section 17(b) of the Mineral Leasing 
Act, and that leased land held under approved plans or contracts is 
excluded in computing allowable acreage under section 27 of that act. 
It points out, however, that such plans or contracts are not likely to 
be attractive to leaseholders until after preliminary explorations have 
been made. It notes, moreover, that under 43 C.F.R. section 192.33 
the Secretary of the Interior will exercise his “authority * * * to ap- 
prove operating, drilling, or development contracts * * * ordinarily 
* * * only to permit operators or pipeline companies to enter into 
contracts with a number of lessees sufficient to justify operations on 
a large scale for the discovery, development, production, or transpor- 
tation of oil or gas and to finance the same,” and that cooperative or 
unit plans are primarily designed to encourage conservation prac- 
tices in fields ar have already been explored and are ready for 
development. 

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Department of the Interior recommended, in lieu of enactment 
of H.R. 6940, that Alaska be divided into two parts for oil and gas 
leasing purposes—one part lying between the Arctic Ocean and the 
Brooks Range in the northern part of the State, the other part lying 
south of the Brooks Range—and that a combined limitation of 300,000 
acres for leases and options be applied to each of these two parts. 

The committee amended the bill by reducing the 1 million-acre 
limitation in the bill as introduced to the 600,000 acres which would 
result from acceptance of the Interior Department’s recommendation. 
It declined, however, to adopt the suggestion for dividing the State 
at the Brooks Range for the reasons that the area north of the range 
is the most inaccessible part of the whole State of Alaska and has 
ports which are ice free only 1 or 2 months each year and that a very 
substantial part of the potential oil and gas area there is within Naval 
Petroleum Reserve No. 4. The committee is glad to note that, 
although the Department recommended against enactment of H.R. 
6940, it also indicated its willingness to review its findings if justifica- 
tion for its enactment was called to the attention of the committee 
by others. 
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The report of the Department of the Interior follows: 


U.S. DeparTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1969. 
Hon. Warns E. Aspinat1, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. AspPINnAtu: This is in reply to your request for the views 
of this Department on H.R. 6940, a bill to amend the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920 in order to increase certain acreage limitations with re- 
spect to the State of Alaska. 

We recommend that H.R. 6940 not be enacted. 

Section 27 of the Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920 (41 
Stat. 437, 448), as amended (30 U.S.C., sec. 184), establishes limita- 
tions upon the acreage which may be held under mineral lease within 
each State. Oil and gas leases not exceeding 46,080 acres in the e- 
gate and options covering not more than 200,000 acres may be held in 
any one State, except Alaska. The statute provides that in the ‘‘Ter- 
ritory of Alaska” 100,000 acres may be held under oil and gas lease by 
a single party, though it is treated in the same fashion as other States 
with respect to acreage under option. H.R. 6940 would bring the 
terminology of the statute up to date by substituting the word “‘State”’ 
for “Territory.” Of a substantantive nature would be the increase 
in the acreage limitation applicable to Alaska from 100,000 acres to 
1 million acres. However, in determining acreage under the new 
limitation, options and leases would be considered together. 

That climate and terrain make oil and gas development more diffi- 
cult in Alaska than elsewhere and that oil and gas exploration and 
development in Alaska involve great cost and difficulty have long 
been recognized. For this reason there have been included in the 
Mineral Leasing Act, from time to time, various provisions intended 
to place Alaska in a better competitive position with respect to other 
States, and one of these is the present statutory provision permitting 
a party to hold more land in Alaska than elsewhere. On the other 
hand some of these more liberal provisions have been repealed by 
section 10 of the act of July 3, 1958 (72 Stat. 322, 324). We recognize 
that oil and gas development in Alaska continues to be more costly 
and difficult than in other States. Nevertheless, we do not believe 
that a general increase of the acreage limitation as proposed by H.R. 
6940 would be helpful or desirable. 

We believe that Alaska may be appropriately divided into two areas 
for oil and gas purposes. The land lying between the Brooks Range 
and the Arctic Ocean, that is, roughly, the land covered by the present 
Public Land Order No. 82, presents a different problem Frans the rest 
of Alaska. There is little development in it at the present time and 
indeed there are governmental restrictions preventing development in 
most of this area now. However, that area appears to give promise 
for future oil and gas development albeit at even greater expense than 
in the southern portion of Alaska. Because of the extreme weather 
conditions and the difficulty of access, the special inducement for its 
development afforded by a separate acreage limitation appears to be 
justified. Accordingly, we recommend that the area north of the 
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Brooks Range be treated separately from the rest of Alaska as far as 
acreage limitations are concerned, and that acreage limitations be 
established for that area alone similar to those now imposed on the 
whole of Alaska. 

South of the Brooks Range, and particularly if interested parties 
holding land under oil and gas lease do not feel compelled to reserve 
a portion of their permissible acreage for new exploration north of 
the Brooks Range, we see no need for any alteration in the present 
law. Under section 17(b) of the Mineral Leasing Act of February 
1920, as amended (30 U.S.C., sec. 226e), the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to approve cooperative or unit plans of development or 
operation and operating, drilling, and development contracts. Land 
held under such a plan or contract is excluded in the computation of 
allowable acreage under section 27 of the act. Section 17(b) states 
that such plans may be entered into “for the purpose of more properly 
conserving the natural resources of any oil or gas pool, field, or like 
area,” an — has shown that such plans and contracts which 
contain pens c development requirements tend toward greater devel- 
opment than does the mere holding of acreage under lease. To permit 
a party to hold more than 100,000 acres under lease and 200,000 acres 
under option with no specific requirements for development would 
tend, we believe, to weaken the persent motivation toward entering 
into such plans and contracts. This would be unfortunate, and, as 
far as we know, there would not be compensating advantages. If 
other parties bring to the attention of the committee and the Congress 
justification for the enactment of such a bill as H.R. 6940, we would 
be pleased to review our findings. However, at the present time we 
know of no reason for such a change in existing law as that proposed 
by this bill. 

Since we are informed that there is a particular urgency for the 
submission of the views of the Department, this report has not been 
cleared through the Bureau of the Budget and, therefore, no commit- 
ment can be made concerning the relationship of the views expressed 
herein to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Eimer F. Bennett, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFIcE oF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D.C., July 8, 1959. 
Hon. Warne N. AsprInatt, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. AspIna.t: The report of this Department on H.R. 6940, 
a bill to amend the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 in order to increase 
certain acreage limitations with respect to the State of Alaska, was 
transmitted to your committee on June 18, without prior advice 
from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Subsequent to the transmission of the report on H.R. 6940, we 
have been advised that our report, as submitted to your committee, 
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is without objection insofar as the Bureau of the Budget is con- 
cerned. 
Sincerely yours, 
RoaGer Ernst, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


COsT 


Enactment of H.R. 6940, as amended, will result in no significant 
change in Federal budgetary requirements and may well eventuate in 
increased rents and royalties. 


COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs recommends enact- 
ment of H.R. 6940, as amended. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


Act or Fresruary 25, 1920, as AMENDED (30 U.S.C. 184) 


Sec. 27. * * * No person, association, or corporation, except as 
herein provided, shall take or hold at one time oil or gas leases exceed- 
ing in the aggregate forty-six thousand and eighty acres granted 
hereunder in any one State, except that in the [Territory] State of 
Alaska no person, association, or corporation, except as herein pro- 
vided, shall take or hold at one time oil or gas leases exceeding in the 
aggregate [one hundred thousand acres granted hereunder J for both 
such types of leases and options, six hundred thousand acres; and no 
person, association, or corporation shall take or hold at one time 
phosphate leases exceeding in the aggregate ten thousand two hun- 
dred and forty acres in the United States. * * * No such option shall 
be entered into for a period of more than three years, without the prior 
approval of the Secretary of the Interior, and no person, association, 
or corporation shall hold at one time such options of more than two 
hundred thousand acres in any one State, except as it provided in this 
section in the case of the State of Alaska. 


O 
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86TH CoNGRESS : HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPoRT 
1st Session No. 700 


NONNAVIGABLE WATERS IN CHICAGO 


JuLy 22, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Mack of Illinois. from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 7948] 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (H.R. 7948) to declare nonnavigable a part of the 
west arm of the South Fork of the South Branch of the Chicago River 
situated in the city of Chicago in the State of Illinois, as hereinafter 
described, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with 
amendment and recommend that the bill do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 

On page 1, strike out the preamble. 

On page 2, line 3, strike out the words beginning with “‘said” down 
through the word “part’’ in line 4 and insert in lieu thereof “‘portion’’. 

Page 2, strike out lines 23, 24, and 25, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

of the South Branch of the Chicago River, is hereby declared 
to be and is hereafter to be regarded as a nonnavigable water 
of the United States within the meaning of the Constitution 
and laws of the United States: Provided, That plans for a suit- 
able bulkhead to retain any fill to be placed in the waterway 
shall be submitted to and approved by the Corps of En- 
gineers, United States Army, prior to the placing of such fill. 


PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 


The purpose of this bill is to declare a part of the South Branch of 
the Chicago River nonnavigable so as to permit the city of Chicago 
to fill in that part of the stream affected. 

The part of the stream affected is described in detail in the bill. 
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ACTION BY THE COMMITTEE 


Hearings were held July 15, 1959, by the Subcommittee on Trans- 
portation and Aeronautics on H.R. 6588, introduced by the Honor- 
able Barratt O’Hara, of Illinois, and H.R. 7949, introduced by the 
Honorable John C. Kluczynski. The following Members of Congress 
from Chicago were heard: Hon. Barratt O’Hara, Hon. John C. 
Kluczynski, and Hon. William T. Murphy; also, Mr. John C. Melan- 
iphy, corporation counsel, representing the city of Chicago, and Lt. 
Col. Robert J. Giesen, Office of Chief of Engineers, Department of 
the Army. 

No one appeared in opposition to the bill. The legislation does not 
involve any expenditures by the United States. The Department of 
the Army and the Bureau of the Budget have no objections to enact- 
ment of the legislation as amended by the committee. 

The Department of the Army suggested an amendment, which was 
accepted by the sponsors of the legislation and included in one of the 
committee amendments. The other committee amendments are 
technical in nature. 

NEED FOR LEGISLATION 


In the hearings, witnesses described the portion of the river which 
would be declared nonnavigable as an open sewer. Enactment of the 
legislation is necessary to permit the city of Chicago to proceed with 
an improvement project to fill that portion of the river which is 
declared nonnavigable. 

A witness for the Department of the Army told the subcommittee 
that there is no present or known prospective commercial traffic in the 
area that Sod be declared nonnavigable. The Department, how- 
ever, recommends that a bulkhead be built across the west arm of the 
South Fork before work of filling the channel is commenced to protect 
the adjoining waters. The amendment suggested by the Department 
of the Army provides that plans for this bulkhead be submitted to the 
Corps of Engineers for approval prior to the placing of the proposed fill. 
Sponsors accepted this amendment. 


AGENCY REPORTS 


The following letters regarding this legislation were received and 

considered by the committee: 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1959. 
Hon. Oren Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CuHarrMAN: Reference is made to your request to the 
Secretary of Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with 
respect to H.R. 6588 and H.R. 7948, 86th Congress, indentical bills 
to declare nonnavigable a part of the west arm of the South Fork of 
the South Branch of the Chicago River situated in the city of Chicago 
in the State of Illinois, as hereinafter described. ‘The Secretary of 
Defense has delegated to the Department of the Army the responsi- 
bility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 
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The preamble to the bills recites that a part of the west arm of the 
South Fork of the South Branch of the Chicago River, more particu- 
larly described in the bills, is not usable as a navigable stream and 
that the city of Chicago, owner of lands bordering that portion of the 
waterway, desires to fill in the stream. The bills would relinquish 
Federal jurisdiction over that part of the stream by declaring it a 
nonnavigable body of water. 

The navigation project for the Chicago River formerly included 
dredging in the South Fork and in the west arm of the South Fork 
to the Chica o Junction Railway bridge at Iron Street. However, 
these parts of the Chicago River were abandoned for maintenance by 
the act of March 2, 1919 (40 Stat. 1275, 1283). The United States 
relinquished its rights and authority over that portion of the west 
arm of the South Fork lying south of the north line of Thirty-ninth 
Street (Pershing Road) by the act of February 27, 1923 (42 Stat. 1323). 
The portion of the stream described in the bill lies just to the north 
of the portion covered by the 1923 act. 

There is no commercial traffic in the west arm of the South Fork. 
The Chicago Junction Railway bridge, which crosses the west arm 
at Iron Street and is used by both railroad and street traffic, has not 
been opened for many years and probably would require rehabilitation 
before it could be operated. The owner is obligated, however, to open 
the bridge on advance notice. 

The city of Chicago owns a portion of the property on the bank of 
the stream. It is understood that the remaining properties on the 
stream bank are used as a track yard of the Chicago Junction Railway 
and for industrial or manufacturing purposes. ‘There is no federally 
owned property bordering on the west arm. The attitudes of owners 
of private property bordering on the part of the west arm proposed 
to be declared nonnavigable, or other parts of the west arm and South 
Fork, are not known to this Department, nor is the position of the 
State of Illinois known with respect to the proposed abandonment 
of this waterway. 

The Department of the Army interposes no objection to the above- 
mentioned bills since there is no present or known prospective com- 
mercial traffic in the affected channel. However, it is considered 
advisable that a substantial tight bulkhead be built across the west 
arm before filling in of the channel is commenced. This would protect 
adjoining channel areas since it is believed that placement of solid 
fill in the channel could force large quantities of soft material down- 
stream into other parts of the South Fork unless retained by a suitable 
bulkhead. Construction of such a bulkhead should be made subject 
to approval by the Corps of Engineers. This could be accomplished 
by adding the following proviso at the end of the bills: 

“Provided, That plans for a suitable bulkhead to retain any fill to be 

placed in the waterway shall be submitted to and approved by the 

Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, prior to the placing of such fill.” 

7 These bills do not involve the expenditure of funds by the United 
tates. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wiser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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EXEcuTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BurEAv OF THE BupDGeT, 
Washington, D.C., July 15, 1959. 
Hon. Oren Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This is in reply to your letter of 
May 1, 1959, requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 
H.R. 6588, a bill to declare nonnavigable a part of the west arm of the 
South Fork of the South Branch of the Chicago River situated in 
the city of Chicago in the State of Illinois, as hereinafter described. 

In a report being submitted to your committee on H.R. 6588, the 
Secretary of the Army advises that the Department of the Army 
would not object to passage of the bill since there is no present or 
known prospective commercial traffic in the affected channel. How- 
ever, the Department of the Army believes it advisable that a sub- 
stantial tight bulkhead be built across the west arm before filling in 
the channel is commenced. ‘To accomplish this the Secretary of the 
Army recommends in his report the addition of an appropriate 
provision to the bill. 

Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget would have no objection 
to the enactment of H.R. 6588 if it is amended in the manner suggested 
in the report of the Secretary of the Army. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puitupe S. Hueues, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


O 








86TH CONGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REpPortT 
1st Session No. 701 


INTERSTATE COMPACTS FOR AIRPORT FACILITIES 


JuLy 22, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. WitttaMs, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany 8. 2183] 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 2183) granting the consent of Congress to interstate 
compacts for the development or operation of airport facilities, having 
considered the same, report favorably thereon without amendment 
and recommend that the bill do pass. 


PURPOSE OF LEGISLATION 


The purpose of this legislation is to grant the consent of Congress, 
as required by article I, section 10, clause 3, of the Constitution, to 
interstate agreements or compacts which may be entered into by two 
or more States for the purpose of developing or operating airport 
facilities. 

FEARINGS BY SUBCOMMITTEE 


Hearings were held June 30, 1959, by the Subcommittee on Trans- 
portation and Aeronautics when the following witnesses appeared in 
support of the legislation: The Honorable Norris Cotton, U.S. Senator 
from New Hampshire, sponsor of the legislation, and Mr. James T. 
Pyle, Deputy Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. No 
one appeared in opposition. The committee knows of no opposition 
to the legislation. The Bureau of the Budget, in a letter included 
hereafter in this report, has informed the committee that the Bureau 
has no opposition to enactment of the legislation. 

No a ditional expense to the Federal Government is authorized 
by this legislation. 

NEED FOR LEGISLATION 


_ As a result of the expansion of aviation, airports are growing in 
size and serving larger areas. Where these areas include communities 
in two or more contiguous States, there is the problem of raising funds 
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for development of the facility and setting up machinery for operation 
of the completed facility. 

The committee believes that enactment of this legislation would 
promote cooperative planning on the part of States and local com- 
munities where there is a need for the development and operation 
of airport facilities to serve interstate regions. 

Cooperative action by the States to meet regional airport needs 
should encourage and assist local authorities to establish facilities 
needed to provide a nationwide system of public airports adequate to 
meet the present and future needs of our rapidly expanding air com- 
merce. The establishment of such a nationwide system of public 
airports is the declared policy of the Federal Airport Act (49 U.S.C. 
1103). Cooperative activity should, in many instances, result in the 
reduction of expenditures for needed airport facilities by eliminating 
the need for duplication of facilities. 

Because the need for interstate cooperation through compacts or 
agreements is likely to grow as our Nation’s air commerce expands 
the committee believes it desirable to clear the way for such compacts 
by granting the consent of Congress in advance. 


LIMITATION ON AGREEMENTS 


The legislation provides that consent is given only to agreements 
or compacts “not in conflict with any law of the United States’ 
and moreover that the Congress expressly reserves ‘‘the right to alter 
amend, or repeal this Act * * *.’”” Thus the constitutional rights and 
duties of the Federal Government would be appropriately preserved. 


SOME PRECEDENTS 


Article I, section 10, clause 3, of the Constitution of the United 
States provides as follows: 


No State shall, without the Consent of Con , lay any 
Duty of Tonnage, keep Troops, or Ships of War in time of 
Peace, enter into any Agreement or Compact with another 
State, or with a foreign Power, or engage in War, unless 
actually invaded, or in such imminent Danger as will not 
admit of delay. 


There are a number of precedents for consent of the Congress in 
advance of the actual negotiation of interstate compacts, as proposed 
by this bill for airport development and operation. 

For example, Public Law 85-684, enacted last year, granted the 
advance consent of Congress to future State compacts for the pro- 
motion of highway traffic safety. And as long ago as 1911, under the 
so-called Weeks Act, Congress gave advance permission to the several 
States to enter into compacts or agreements for the purpose of con- 
serving forests and water supplies (36 Stat. 961; 16 U.S.C. 552). 
Some other examples are found in the case of interstate agreements 
for the prevention of crime (4.U.S.C. 111), for tobacco production 
control (7 U.S.C. 515), and flood control (33 U.S.C. 701d). 
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AGENCY REPORTS 


The following letter was considered by the committee: 


EXeEcuTIvVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BurEAv OF THE BupGeET, 
Washington, D.C., June 30, 1959 
Hon. Oren Hararis, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This will acknowledge your lettcr of 
June 25, 1959, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on S. 
2183, a bill granting the consent of Congress to interstate compacts for 
the development of airport facilities. 

This office would have no objection to the enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiturp S. Hueues, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference, 


O 











86TH CoNGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REPORT 
1st Session No. 702 


CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 7072 


Juty 22, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. MappeEn, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the following 
REPORT 
[To accompany H. Res. 322] 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 322, report the same to the House with the recommendation 
that the resolution do pass. O 








86TH CoNGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT 
1st Session No. 703 


CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 7244 


Juty 22, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. O’Net11, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. Res. 323] 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 323, report the same to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that the resolution do pass. 


O 








86TH Conaress }) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT 
1st Session No. 704 


CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 8186 


Juy 22, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Botutna, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the following 
REPORT 


[To accompany H, Res. 324} 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 324, report the same to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that the resolution do pass. 


O 








86TH CoNGREsS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { Report 
1st Session No. 705 


CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 8189 


Juty 22, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Devaney, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the following 
REPORT 
[To accompany H, Res. 325) 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 325, report the same to the House with the recommendation 
that the resolution do pass. 


O 








86TH CONGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REPoRT 
Ist Session No. 706 


AGREEING TO THE SENATE AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 3460 


JuLy 22, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. THoRNBERRY, from the Committee on Rules, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. Res. 326] 


The Committee on Rules, having had under consideration House 
Resolution 326, report the same to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that the resolution do pass. 


O 





